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of the fact that he is a taxpayer in the county against which a suit is brought. 
Jefferson County Supervisors v. Milwaukee County Supervisors, 20 Wis. 139. 

Witnesses — I mpeach ment — Contradictory Statements. — Cincinnati 
Traction Co. v. Stephens, 79 N. E. 235 (O.).-Held, that where, upon 
the trial of a case, a witness is shown to have made statements of fact 
contradictory to those made by him on the trial, it is error to permit 
an attempt to rehabilitate the impeached witness by proving that he had made 
prior statements similar to those made on the trial. 

The general tendency, if there are exceptions to the general rule stated 
above, is that those exceptions occur in the courts of some of the Southern 
states and of a few in the West. People v. Doyell, 48 Cal. 85; State v. 
Fontenat, 48 La. Ann. 283 ; Johnson v. Patterson, 9 N. C. 183. But the courts 
of the East, North and Central states uphold the general majority rule, Con- 
rad v. Griffey, 52 U. S. 480; Commonwealth v. Jenkins, 76 Mass. 485; Smith 
v. Stickney, 17 Barb. (N. Y.) 489; State v. Vincent, 24 la. 570. This 
majority rule is further supported — for the making of the inconsistent state- 
ment being admitted by the witness, proof of prior statements consistent 
with the statement of the witness on the trial, for the purpose of corroborat- 
ing and sustaining the credit of the witness, is irrelevant because it would 
not prove the truthfulness of the witness, nor the reliability of his recollec- 
tion, nor that there was no inconsistency between the two statements, 
1 Greenl. Ev. (16th Ed.) 469. 



